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• Scientificname” is correctedby
changing“Etheostoma(Catonotus)sp.”
to read Etheostomachienense”.

Dated: January7, 1993.
Richard N. Smith,
Director, FishandWildlifeService.
IFR Doc. 93—855Filed 1—13—93; 8:45 aml
8~LLINGCODE 43’O—56-M

50 CFR Part 17

R~N1018—A883

Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants: Proposal to Delist
Echinocereus trigiochidiatus var.
inermis (spineless hedgehog cactus)

AGENCY: FishandWildlife Service,
Interior.
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The U.S. FishandWildlife
Service(Service)proposesto remove
Echinocereustriglochidiatusvar.
rnerrnis (spinelesshedgehogcactus)
from the list of Endangeredand
ThreatenedPlants.This actionis based
on a reviewof all availabledata,which
indicate that this plant is not a discrete
and valid taxonomicentity anddoesnot
meet the definition of a species (which
includessubspeciesandvarietiesof
pian~slasdefinedby theEndangered
SpeciesAct of 1973, asamended,and
thereforewaslistedin error. E. t. var.
melanacanthusis really a sporadically
occurringspinelessform of E. t. var.
melanaconthusis a commonvariety
wiih a widespreaddistribution from
ncrthernUtah andColoradosouthto the
statesof DurangoandSanLuis Potosi in
centralMexico. If madefinal, this
proposedrule would eliminateFederal
protectionof theEndangeredSpecies
Act, asamended.Commentsfrom the
public regardingthis proposedruleare
sought.
DATES: Commentsfrom all interested
partiesmustbereceivedby March15,
1993.Public hearingrequestsmust be
receivedby March 1, 1993.
ADDRESSES: Commentsandmaterials
concerningthis proposalshouldbesent
to theColoradoStateSupervisor,U.S.
Fish aridWildlife Service,Fish and
Wildlife Enhancement,730Simms
Street,room290,Golden,Colorado
80401; or to theU.S. FishandWildlife
Service,Fish andWildlife
Enhancement, WesternColorado
Suboffice,529—25½Road,suiteB—113,
GrandJunction,Colorado81505—6199.
Commentsandmaterialsreceivedwill
heavailablefor public inspection,by
appointment,duringnormalbusiness
hoursat theaboveaddresses.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Lucy Jordan, botanist, at theabove
GrandJunctionaddress(Phone:303/
243—2778).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Thespinelesshedgehogcactushas
beenknown for nearly100years.It was
first collectedin theLa SalMountains
of Utahby theGermanbotanist Carl
Albert Purpusandpublishedby Karl
Schumanin 1986 asEchinocereus
phoeniceusEngelmvar. inermisK.
Schurnan(Taylor1985).ThePurpus
type collectionis not availablefor study
sinceit wasdestroyedduringWorld
WarII.

Throughoutitshistory, thespineless
hedgehogcactushasgenerallynotbeen
recognizedastaxonomicallyvalid. For
instance, in the first and only complete
flora of ColoradorHarrington (1954)
consideredit only as aform. The
current attention to the spineless
hedgehog cactus began in the early
1970’swhenGeraldArp conducted
graduatework at theUniversityof
Coloradoon thecactiof Colorado.Arp
(1973) madethe combination
EchinocereustrigiochidiatusEngeim.
var. inerrnis (Schum.)G.K. Arp to bring
thespinelesshedgehoginto alignment
with thecurrenttaxonomictreatmentof
thegenus.Althoughhe recognizedthat
the spineless hedgehog hod not been
considered taxonomically valid, Arp
(1973)based his taxonomic recognition
of it on its existence “i’ * * as a distinct
and identifiable population.” His
taxonomic recognition of the spineless
hedgehog cactus coincided with the
passageof the EndangeredSpeciesAct
(Act) of 1973andits newprovisionsfor
theprotectionof endangeredand
threatenedplants.Despitevigorous
debateamongArp, Lyman Benson(a
nationalauthorityon theCactaceae),
and Colorado botanists concerning the
taxonomicvalidity of thespineless
hedgehog cactus, the Fish andWildlife
Service(Service)took aconservative
approach and listed it as endangered on
November 7, 1979(44FR 64744),to
provide interim protection from the
primary threat of collecting. The debate
was based on the taxonornic
significanceofthesingle difference of
spinelessnessandtheexistenceof
distinct populationsin nature.

Thesubsequentrecoveryplan(U.S.
FishandWildlife Service1986)called
for furtherstudiesto resolvethis
taxonomicquestion.In therecovery
plan, apossiblernicrositedifferencein
habitatbetweenspinelessplantson flat
mesatops or ridgetops andspined
plantson adjacentsideslopeswithin a

local areawasnoted,suggestingthe
possibilityof populationalintegrity.
However,thesedifferentmicrostiesare
only separate4by slió?tdistances(as
little as 15 m (50ft), andtheplantsare
essentiallyintermingledanyway.
Subsequentinventoriesin the13 years
sincethelistinghavefoundthat,in fact,
eventhis slight differencein
microhabitatdoesnotusuallyexist in
nature,andboth spinedandspineless
plantsarefoundon eitherflats or slopes
(JamesFerguson,Bureauof Land
Management,pers.comm., 1985).Also,
spinelessplantshave beenfoundin
muchmorewidely scatteredareas.

At thetime of listing, only four
populationswereknown.Now,
spinelesshedgehogcactihavebeen
foundat over20 sites,160km (100 ml)
to thewest(Hell andPorter1959) and
40 km (25 mi) to theeastandsouth
(JamesFerguson,pars.comm., 1986)of
theoriginalarea.Thus,thespineless
hedgehogcactushasbeenfoundto be
only aform widely interspersedwithin
therangeof thespinedvar.
rnelanacanthus in southeastUtahand
southwestColorado,overan area
approximately 320 km (200 mi) by 160
km (100ml) wide.Even in the light of
the Service’s listing of the spineless
hedgehog cactus, subsequent taxoromic
treatments have recognized it as a form
only. These treatmentsincludeBenson
(1982),Taylor(1985),Weber(1987), and
Welsh et al. (1987).The consensus of
scientific opinion thus supports its
recognition as aform only. andnot a
taxonomicentity eligible for recognition
undertheAct.

In addition,attemptsby cactus
nurserymento breedspinelessplants
from mature,15-year-oldstockhave
yieldedamixtureof spinedand
spinelessprogeny.Thus,thespineless
hedgehogplantsapparentlydo not
breedtrue,providing anotherline of
evidencethattheyaresimply forms
(StevenBrack,cactushorticulturist,
Belen,NewMexico, pers.comm., 1991).

Thefinal rulestatedthatanother
reasonfor taxonomicrecognitionwas
that it wasrecognizedasadistinct
entity by cactuscollectors.Cactus
taxonomyis well-knownfor the
notorioussplitting of narrowlydefined
morphologicalvariantsof horticultural
interestto collectors,but with no
populationalintegrity in nature.The
spinelesshedgehogis onemore casein
point. Horticultural recognitionis not
necessarilythesameas scientific
recognition of a valid taxonomic entity
in nature,and, hence,areasonfor
listing.
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Dated: September28. 1992.
RichardN.Smith.
Director, FishandWildlifeService.
EFR Doc. 93—857 Filed 1—13—93; 8:45 am) - ‘
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